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The Association for Telecommunications Professionals in Higher Education

("ACUTA") makes these reply comments in response to the comments that have been

filed with reference to ACUTA's Petition for Reconsideration of the Federal

Communications Commission's ("Commission's") Report and Order in the above

referenced docket.

In summary, ACUTA's Petition for Reconsideration of the Commission's Report

and Order adopting a location-based definition of primary and non-primary residential

lines for purposes of calculating SLC and PICC charges was based on the following

points:

1. That the location-based definition would place an unfair cost burden on

hundreds of thousands of college students and educational institutions that have

residential Centrex service in their dormitories, by increasing the SLC and PICC

charges for all but one of the lines in campus housing rooms and suites.

2. While the location-based definition may be appropriate in single-unit

dwellings and apartment units, the situation in campus housing differs significantly in

that students are required to live in a particular housing unit with one or more unrelated

individuals. Therefore, there is no practical or equitable method of determining which
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line should be considered "primary" and qualified for reduced SLC and PICC charges,

and which should be considered non-primary.

3. For a college or university with 15,000 Centrex lines to student housing,

the increase in SLC and PICC costs alone directly attributable to the new location­

based definition would be $318,600 which would have to be either absorbed by the

non-profit institutions or passed on to students.

4. The new location-based definition will impose significant and costly new

administrative burdens on both colleges and LECs, requiring new systems to sort billing

records by service locations. This administrative burden is supported by comments

from various commenters on the Petitions for Reconsideration, which will be addressed

below.

SSC Communications, Inc. ("SSC") has submitted comments to the Commission,

to the effect that the Commission should eliminate the distinction between primary and

non-primary lines altogether, making this issue moot (para. 2). SSC further states that

it does not necessarily oppose the effort by ACUTA and the other Petitioners to seek an

exception to the definition for college dormitory rooms (para. 3). However, SSC seeks

time and compensation for the changes that it would have to make to its billing systems

in order to accommodate any such exception (para. 5).

ACUTA contends that at least some colleges and universities with residential

Centrex service within the areas served by SSC companies have been billed on the

basis of all college dormitory Centrex lines being considered primary lines since the
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SLC and PICC charges went into effect. 1 We believe that the administrative burden for

continuing this practice with respect to college dormitory Centrex lines would be

minimal for several reasons: First, this is the basis on which college Centrex lines have

been previously billed. Further, colleges typically control large blocks of numbers, and

the all-primary lines designation would be for entire blocks, rather than on a line-by-line

basis. Finally, in dealing with college Centrex lines, the LECs will be dealing with a

single customer, not many individual customers, thus making the transition relatively

simple to execute. There is typically one single bill that goes to the college, for which

the college is responsible for payment. As explained below, the college often then

issues individual bills for each student. Thus, the potentially serious administrative

burden of having to deal with many different customers and lines, making line-by-line

determinations, would not occur.

ACUTA is unable to support SBC's recommendation (para. 5) that revenue

neutrality for creating the "dormitory exemption" should be achieved by recalculating all

other non-primary residential line costs, and refiling the non-primary line charges to

allow for cost recovery. We do not have enough information on the financial impact of

such a change on the non-primary line rate, nor do we have enough information on the

ACUTA has been informed that several institutions in California have what is
termed "Dorm Centrex Service" provided by Pacific Bell, in which all dormitory Centrex
lines are considered primary residential lines. These institutions include the University
of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB) and California Polytechnic State University, and
also includes other colleges and universities. (Currently, UCSB does not pay PICC
charges due to a state contract in which MCI absorbs the PICC charges. However, if
and when that contract renews that institution and others may be liable for PICC
charges.)
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actual cost of implementing the "dormitory exemption" to comment on this

recommendation.

In AT&T's "Opposition to Petitions for Reconsideration", AT&T asserts (para. 6)

that a college or university could readily average the increased non-primary line

charges into the costs for all student users. Although there are some instances in

which the cost of local telephone service is averaged among all students and included

in the housing cost, this is not always the case. In fact, AT&T is well aware that many

colleges issue separate bills for each student residing in student housing, because

AT&T contracts with many schools to perform this billing function. AT&T fails to

address in its comments the inequity that will exist where two, four or eight students

residing in a single campus housing unit have unequal local telephone service costs

because one line is arbitrarily designated as primary, and all others as secondary.

AT&T also asserts (para. 6) that the $42 annual difference in PICC and SLC is a

de minimis amount. AT&T fails to note that when multiplied by the number of residential

lines typical for colleges and universities, the additional expense becomes significant.

For a school with 6,000 lines, assuming that there are only two students and therefore

two lines per dorm room, the increase would be $127,440 per year. For a school with

10,000 residential lines, the increase would be $212,400, and for a school with 15,000

residential lines the difference would be $318,600. When added to the current annual

SLC and PICC costs, the total annual costs for institutions with 6,000 to 15,000 lines

under the new location-based regime ranges from $417,600 to $1,044,000.
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This poses a very burdensome additional mandated cost on schools, which find

it difficult to pass these continuing cost increases along to students with limited

budgets. We find it difficult to believe that the Commission's intent was to create such

major cost increases for schools. We would also point out that the PICC and SLC fees

were designed to be revenue-neutral, but our members have not seen a corresponding

decrease in per-minute rates to compensate for the increased flat fees.

AT&T also states in response to the California PUC Petition for Reconsideration

that a subscriber-based definition would allow subscribers to "game the process by

obtaining multiple lines under different account names." (para. 8) That is a virtual

impossibility in a college and university setting. Students are assigned to their housing

sites, and do not generally have a choice in the matter if they wish to reside in campus

housing. Students residing in a dormitory room or suite are unrelated individuals. In a

scenario where they are individual subscribers and obtain service directly from the LEC,

it would be entirely proper for them to request a separate account. The Commission can

remove any incentive to "game the process" by creating an exception to the location­

based rule for campus housing. In a scenario where the school obtains all lines on the

students' behalf and is responsible for paying the bill, it would be far simpler and more

cost effective for both the LEC and the college to avoid the need to differentiate

between primary and secondary lines in each individual housing unit.

In its "Comments of Bell Atlantic on Petitions for Reconsideration", Bell Atlantic

accurately points out to the Commission (para. 5) that the administrative burden of
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differentiating between primary and non-primary lines would be significant, because of

the wide variety of billing arrangements that exist between LECs and colleges.

Bell Atlantic also accurately points out (para. 6) that in many cases students do

not have control over their room assignments and the phone lines assigned to them. In

fact, coAeges often decide by policy to provide one line per student whether or not it is

requested. Particular telephone numbers may be reconfigured from room to room as

the situation demands it, and it would literally be an administrative nightmare to

determine in each case which is the "primary" line in a particular room. ACUTA

supports Bell Atlantic's contention (para. 1 and 6) that an exception is justified for

college dorm lines, and that the factual situation in college dorm rooms makes it

desirable for the Commission to reconsider the policy decision to impose the location­

based definition for residential lines in campus housing.

ACUTA also supports the similar points that are made in the "Comments of U S

West Communications, Inc." ("U S West"). U S West, like Bell Atlantic, supports the

position of the original petitioners (ACUTA, Brown University and Moultrie Independent

Telephone Company) by correctly observing that the strict application of a location­

based definition will impose an unreasonable administrative burden on both colleges

and local exchange carriers (paras. 2, 3, and 4). U S West also points out, as Bell

Atlantic also states in para. 5 of "Comments of Bell Atlantic on Petitions for

Reconsideration", that it often has no billing relationship with the student and therefore

no means of determining which line in a multi-occupant dormitory room should be

considered the primary line (para. 3).
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Finally, ACUTA also supports the comment by U S West (para. 5) that the

requested exception for residential lines in college dormitories would not require any

invasive investigation into living arrangements, because campus housing invariably

involves occupancy of unrelated individuals who are assigned to housing units by the

college. ACUTA also agrees with the statement by U S West (para. 5) that such an

exemption would be narrowly defined and easily administered.

In summary, there is strong record support, and no persuasive opposition, for

ACUTA's request that the Commission reconsider its decision to apply a location-based

definition of primary lines to residential lines in college dormitories. We reiterate our

request that the Commission amend Section 69.152(h) by creating an exemption to the

location-based definition for residential lines in campus housing. Thank you for your

consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

The Association for Telecommunications
Professionals in Higher Education (ACUTA, Inc.)

July 6,1999

By: ~~~I~o~
President
ACUTA
152 West Zandale Blvd., #200
Lexington, KY 40503
(606)278-3338
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